We contend that definitions of conflicts of interest (COI) in peer review need to be reassessed to reflect modern research practices. This could markedly increase the speed and quality of peer review.
For example, many potential reviewers are disqualified under current rules on co-authorship. However, research papers now have increasing numbers of co-authors and their interaction may be little more than episodic, with no genuine COI in practice. The judgement of an author who, say, contributed a data set to a paper is unlikely to be corrupted when reviewing a new paper from former co-authors.
In our editorial experience, co-authors typically have a sound understanding of each other's work and provide frank and constructive feedback. Using them as reviewers avoids settling for candidates who may be too far removed from the topic or not sufficiently senior in the field.
We suggest that only longrunning co-authorship should be counted as a COI in peer review. China's Discipline Ranking (CDR) system intends to use the list to assess a university's performance by the number of its academics that publish in these journals. Rewards to scientists publishing in the 'top' journals might include payments and questionable promotions, for example, weakening the already distorted evaluation system and impeding the development of science in China.
I suggest that the CDGDC needs to be more serviceminded, recognizing that this contentious policy falls outside its authority. Making evaluation systems that are politically independent, non-profit and professional would help to break the CDGDC and CDR monopoly. Universities, too, should rethink the merit of political ranking lists. Lihua Yang Beihang University, Beijing, China. lihua.yang@buaa.edu.cn and cornerstone of the scientific method.
It is taxonomic convention when describing a new species to deposit type specimens in a publicly accessible collection. This allows independent re-examination, reinterpretation and re-evaluation (Nature 535, 323-324; 2016) . Although photographs can point to possible undescribed species and help to document biodiversity, they are open to misinterpretation (and also to manipulation).
Photographs alone should remain the exception, used only when specimens cannot be preserved for technical, legal or conservation reasons. Properly vouchered specimens are otherwise essential in biodiversity research, just as "laboratory notebooks and records must be available for independent review" in the experimental sciences (C. G. Begley et al. Nature 525, 25-27; 2015 
